IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

PAUL C. M LLER, : ClVIL ACTI ON
Pl ai ntiff, :
V.

STATE OF PENNSYLVANI A, et al .,
Def endant s. : NO. 00-1933

MEMORANDUM CORDER

J.M KELLY, J. MARCH 13, 2001
Presently before the Court is the Mdtion to Dismss of
Def endants, County of Northanpton and Northanpton County Donestic
Rel ations (collectively “Northanmpton”). Plaintiff, Paul C
Mller (“MIller”), filed the instant pro se Conpl aint and all eges
t hat Defendants deprived himof various constitutional rights in
the course of his arrest on “donestic relations charges” and his
subsequent incarceration for civil contenpt of court for not
signing “confession forns.”
In considering whether to dismss a conplaint for failing to
state a claimupon which relief can be granted, a court nust
consider only those facts alleged in the conplaint and nust

accept those facts as true. Hi shon v. King & Spalding, 467 U.S.

69, 73 (1983). Moreover, the conplaint is viewed in the |ight

nost favorable to the plaintiff. Tunnell v. Wley, 514 F.2d 971,

975 n.6 (3d Cir. 1975). 1In addition to these expansive

paraneters, the threshold a plaintiff nust neet to satisfy



pl eadi ng requirenents is exceedingly low a court nmay dism ss a
conplaint only if the plaintiff can prove no set of facts that

woul d entitle the plaintiff to relief. Conley v. G bson, 355

US 41, 45-46 (1957). A conplaint nust, however, set forth “a
short and plain statenent of the claimshow ng that the pleader
is entitled torelief.” Fed. R Cv. P. 8(a)(2).

MIler states that he “holds solid proof of th[e] fact[s],”
which he will present “only before the Honorabl e Judges of the
United States District Court who retains (sic) [jJurisdiction in
this matter.” PIf.’s Resp. to Mot. to Dis. at 1. An exacting
reading of Mller’'s Conplaint yields little nore than the facts
previously set forth by the Court and several |egal concl usions.
M Il er’s Conplaint does not inform Northanpton why he believes he
was falsely arrested, why he was entitled to counsel, why
Nor t hanpt on | acked jurisdiction and how he was subjected to cruel
and unusual punishnment. The tine for a plaintiff to set forth
the factual basis of a claim to both the Court and defendants,
isin the conplaint. MIler cannot rely upon clandestine facts
as a basis to support his Conplaint.

Accordingly, the Conplaint is DISMSSED. Gven Mller’s pro



se status, dismssal will be without prejudice and MIller is
granted |l eave to file an Amended Conplaint on or before April 13,

2001.

BY THE COURT:

JAMES MG RR KELLY, J.



